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COMMENTS OF THE SBC COMPANIES ON PETITIONS FOR EXTENSION
OF TIME OF THE LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY PHASE I

IMPLEMENTATION DEADLINE

Pursuant to the Public Notice DA 98-449 and DA 98-451 released March 4, 1998

and March 5, 1998, respectively, Southwestern Bell Telephone, Pacific Bell and Nevada

Bell (the SBC Companies) file these comments responding to the Petitions for Extensions

of Time of the Local Number Portability Phase I Implementation Deadline. Many

CLECs have sought waiver requests because of the acknowledged problems with the

NPAC in the three former Perot regions. Most all petitioners have understood the nature

of the problems which required a change in NPAC provider, and no one has taken issue

with the need for an extension. AT&T, however, seeks a uniform implementation date

once the Lockheed Martin NPAC is live.
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AT&T correctly states that the LLCs have agreed to use May 11, 1998 as the new

NPAC live date, which pennits inter-company testing to begin. Intercompany testing

will take 30 days. However, then AT&T incorrectly assumes that carriers need only 2

weeks past that date to fully implement Phase 1. AT&T reasons that "Once inter­

company testing is complete, implementation ofLNP should be a relatively

straightforward matter." However, AT&T neglects to take into account several key

Issues.

First, AT&T neglects to realize the importance of a phased approach to

implementation ofa huge network change. The Los Angeles MSA contains 97 host

switches and 17 remote switches. The second and third phases of deployment contain an

additional 173 hosts and 90 remotes, all of which have been selected by CLECs for LNP

deployment. A phased-in approach allows us to introduce LNP activation transactions in

an organized and controlled process, and this is important given that LNP requires new

processes, new hardware, software, platfonns, and architecture. While we believe all of

our systems and nodes are ready for LNP, the prudent way to do a network cutover of this

magnitude is to perfonn the implementation in phases.

Second, while it may be acceptable for CLECs to accept LNP activation

transactions on a more compressed basis, the FCC must realize that there are orders of

magnitude differences between the implementation ofLNP in the existing incumbent

network and those of new entrants. Incumbents have significant number of nodes to be

turned (Pacific has a total of 439 host switches serving the mandated MSAs); CLECs

have far fewer. In addition, incumbents must ensure that the network and process flows

of LNP work with multiple providers. All providers have deployed new provisioning and
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ordering systems, and all of these systems must work together (e.g. disconnects by one

provider, while new connect at a second provider). If these processes don't work

properly, it will affect not only the customer who is porting their number, but also any

end user trying to call that customer. While Pacific is managing the introduction ofLNP

in a phased approach to protect network reliability, we can foresee that customer affecting

issues could result once LNP is implemented in a switch. We need to give ourselves, and

the CLECs time to isolate and manage any problems which do arise.

It was for all of these reasons that the FCC initially ordered a 90 day period for

implementation in each of the Phases for LNP implementation. We have attempted to

compress that period in our Petition for Extension ofTime in order to minimize the effect

of the NPAC delay while still retaining the phased approach so that network reliability

and customer service will not be compromised. The FCC should not order the

compressed schedule proposed by AT&T.

Respectfully submitted,

Robert M. Lynch
Durward D. Dupre
One Bell Plaza, Suite 3703
Dallas, Texas 75202
(214) 464-4244
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I

I, Evelyn S. De Jesus, do hereby certify that on this 12th day ofMarch, 1998, a copy ofthe
foregoing COMMENTS OF THE SBC COMPANIES ON PETITIONS FOR
EXTENSION OF TIME OF THE LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY PHASE I
IMPLEMENTATION DEADLINE, CC Docket No. 95-11~ was sent by United States
first class mail, poastage prepaid, to the parties on the attached list.
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